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REPLY COMMENTS

By Public Notice dated OCtober 1, 1993, the Commission requested interested

parties to file comments regarding the United States Telephone Association's (USTA)

Petition for Rulemaking (USTA PRM) filed September 17, 1993. On November 1, 1993

parties representing all portions of the telecommunications industry filed comments on

the USTA PRM. MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) is pleased to offer these

reply comments on USTA's Petition for Rulemaking, and discusses some of the many

issues raised within this Petition involving local exchange company (LEC) access charge

rules and the prospective reform of those rules.

Comments by the parties in this proposed rulemaking request divide into

predictable areas. Local exchange carriers (LEes) and their associations primarily

support the USTA PRM, some even indicating that the draconian changes proposed by
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USIA do not go far enough. l Interexchange companies (IXCs) and other groups

generally criticize the USIA proposal, demonstrating that the level of competition

assumed by USIA was pure fiction. Therefore, the rules proposed by USIA were at

the very least premature, and more than likely, ill-conceived and self-serving.:2 Given

that there has been no substantive showing by the LEes that the current level of

competition justifies the virtual elimination of pricing rules and earnings constraints, the

Commission should reject the USIA proposal.

If anything is clear from the comments filed, it is that there is a diametrically

opposed perception of the current and near-term state of competition in the access

services arena. On the one hand, the LECs have produced unsupported comments

fraught with hyperbole regarding the level of competition, propagating a portrait of the

access market as a wild competitive frenzy. LECs not only point to existing competitive

access providers as proof of the competitive environment, but they also stretch into the

realm of still unproven futuristic alternatives by pointing to such unproven local loop

substitutes as wireless technologies and cable television. However, the parties supporting

the USIA PRM make no showing whatsoever that indicates access consumers today, or

even over the next few years, will have realistic, full service competitive alternatives to

the LEC monopoly. Rather, those supporters continue to exaggerate the scope of

ISee, for example, Comments of the NYNEX Telephone Companies, pp. 8-9;
Comments of Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell, p. 1.

:2See, for example, Comments of American Tele,pbone and Te1eJrapb, pp. 4-5;
Comments of the Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users GrouP, Pt>. 3-10; QpJJosition of
Competitive Telecommunications Association, pp. 1·4; Comments of Sprint Communications
~,p.2.
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competitive alternatives to reaching the end user. In those few cases in extremely limited

geographical settings, where some alternative sources of access are available for niche

products, the Commission has already allowed LECs more than ample opportunities to

react to this limited competition.

Since the element of "competition" is the all-encompassing underpinning of the

rationale behind the USTA PRM, it is required that appropriate quantitative measures of

competition take place before proceeding towards a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

(NPRM). As AT&T has pointed out in its comments, less than one percent of all access

expenses are paid to competitive access providers (CAPs). It is only in certain

geographical areas and for a few categories of services that CAPs offer alternatives to

LEC transport. In all cases, IXCs are still captive to LECs for switched access

origination and termination that traverses the local loop to the end user. Thus the facts

regarding competition belie the rhetoric of the LECs.

Given the lack of showing that LECs currently, or even in the short term, face

actual competitive markets with IXCs having the capability of choosing among several

ubiquitous full-service alternatives, the USTA PRM should be rejected. Rather, the

Commission should issue a Notice of Inquiry that will serve to allow interested parties

comment on the current and future state of competition in the local exchange

marketplace.
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CONCWSION

For the reasons stated above, Mel urges the Commission to reject USTA's

proposal for a rulemaking at the present time and instead begin a Notice of Inquiry on

the future of access charge changes.

Respectfully submitted,

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS
CORPORATION

~i~
Senior Staff Member
1801 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 887-2731

Dated: November 15, 1993
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STATEMENT OF VERIFICATION

I have read the foregoing, and to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief there
is good ground to support it, and that it is not interposed for delay. I verify under
penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on November IS,
1993.

~ti(W-
Michael F. Hydock:
Senior Staff Member
1801 Pennsylvania Ave. NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-2731

..



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

mail, postage prepaid, upon the parties listed below.

I, Susan A. Travis, do hereby certify that true and correct copies of the foregoing

...

ITS **
1919 M St. N.W.
Room 246
Washington, D.C. 20554

Martin T. McCue
United States Telephone Association
900 19th St. N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20006-2105

Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users
Committee
James S. Blaszak
Francis E. Fletcher, Jr.
Gardiner, Carton & Douglas
1301 K St. N.W.
Suite 900 East Tower
Washington, D.C. 20005

AT&T
Francine J. Berry
295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324411
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Bell Atlantic
Lawrence W. Katz
1710 H St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Kathleen Levitz --
Federal Communications Commission
Acting Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Room 500
1919 M. St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Gregory J. Vogt **
Chief, Tariff Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Room 500
1919 M. St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

"REPLY COMMENTS" were served this 15th day of November, 1993, by first-class

Policy and Program Planning Division **
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Room 544
1919 M. St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554



BellSouth
M. Robert Sutherland
Suite 4300 Southern Bell Center
675 West Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30375

Bentleyville Telephone Co.
Richard J. D'Antonio
508 Main 5t.
Bentleyville, PA 15314

Blossom Telephone Co., Inc.
C. M. Darries
P.O. Box 8
Blossom, TX 75416

Ameritech
Michael S. Pabian
Room 4H76
2000 West Ameriteeh Center Dr.
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

Roslyn M. Thony
Armstrong Telephone Companies
One Armstrong Place
Butler, PA 16001

General Communications, Inc.
Kathy L. Shobert
888 16th St. N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006

COMPTEL
Genevieve Morelli
1140 Connecticut Ave. N.W.
Suite 220
Washington, D.C. 20036

Wiley, Rein & Fielding
Danny E. Adams
Jeffrey S. Linder
1776 K. St., N.W.
Washinton, D.C. 20006

GTE Service Corporation
Richard McKenna, HQE03J36
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

GTE Service Corporation
Gail M. Polivy
1850 M S1. N.W.
Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
Leonard J. Kennedy
Steven F. Morris
1255 23rd St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Illinois Commerce Commission
Terrence L. Bamich
160 No. LaSalle Street
Suite C-800
Chicago, IL 60601-3104

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey
Information Technology Association of
America
Joseph P. Markowski
Kerry E. Murray
1201 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W.
PO Box 407
Washington, D.C. 20044

MFS Communications Company, Inc.
Swidler & Berlin
Andrew D. Lipman
Russell M. Blau
3000 K St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007

National Telephone Cooperative
Association
David Cosson
Steven E. Watkins
2626 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W.
Washington, DC 20037



------

National Exchange Carriers Association
Richard A. Askoff
100 South Jefferson Rd.
Whippany, NJ 07981

NYNEX Telephone Companies
Edward R. Wholl
Edward E. Nieoff
120 Bloomingdale Rd.
White Plains, NY 10605

Pacific Bell
Nevada Bell
James P. Tuthill
140 New Montgomery St.
Room 1525
San Francisco, CA 94105

Pacific Bell
Nevada Bell
James L. Wurtz
1275 Pennsylvannia Ave. N.W.
Washinton, DC 20004

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
Robert M. Lynch
One Bell Center, Room 3520
St. Louis, MO. 63101

Sprint Communications Co.
Leon M. Kestenbaum
H. Richard Junke
1850 M St., N.W.
11th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

•• Hand Delivered

Koteen & Naftalin
IDS Telecommunications Corp.
Margot Smiley Humphrey
1150 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20036

Taconic Telephone Corp.
Todd R. Reilly
Taconic Place
Chatham, NY 12037-9784

United and Central Telephone Cos.
lay C. Keithley
1850 M. St. N.W.
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

United and Central Telephone Cos.
W. Richard Morris
P.O. Box 11315
Kansas City, MO 64112

United States Telephone Association
Martin T. McCue
900 19th St. N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006-2105

U S WEST Communications
Laurie I. Bennett
1020 19th St. N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

kd~
Susan A. Travis


